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Rosemont Mine FEIS: Impacts, Mitigation, and Pima County Staff Comments 

The following table provides an overview of the Rosemont Mine impacts and proposed 
mitigation under the Preferred (Barrel) Alternative, and Pima County staff concerns and 
recommendations regarding the Rosemont Mine Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS). Information in the "Issues/Category", "Impacts", and "Mitigation" columns is from 
the FE IS. Most of the issues within the category "Other Effects Considered," are 
additional staff concerns with the FEIS. Though an attempt was made to match 
mitigation measures and staff concerns to the most appropriate impact, some do no 
directly match. In this case, hyperlinks are used to link mitigation and concerns that may 
be applicable to more than one issue. Staff concerns are primarily related to unresolved 
issues with the FEIS and as such, do not reflect the full breadth of issues and concerns 
that staff have with regards to the proposed project. Further, it should be noted that 
most issues raised in this table come directly from Table 12 (summary table) of the 
FE IS, and as such does not cover all of the impacts that will result from the mine. 

Quick reference to categories: 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 

• 
• • 
• 
• • 
• 
• 
• 

Photos on the front cover by Brian Forbes Powell. All photos were taken at the site of 
the proposed mine. 
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Rosemont Mine FEIS: Impacts, Mitigation, and Pima County Staff Comments 

Pit Size: Diareter 

Pit Size: Depth 

Pit bott011 elevation 

billion tons of ore and waste rock, 
billion p:x.~nds of oopper, 100 

p:x.~nds of l\llolyl:x:fenUll, 70 
ounces of silver. This is an 

camilrrent 

(includes all disturbances 
the perireter fence, prirary 
road caridor, utility corridor, 

road construction and 
lrl<>tYYrmc:c::inl~irro' and reroutirg of 
the Arizona Trail) 

1 ,ro:l-3,250 feet (0.3f0.0.615 niles) 

3,050feetaboverneansea level 

1 .-'""'"'""'' .. " - Reoordation of a restrictive oovenant or conservation not carply vvith Conservation Lands Systan (CLS) 
1=-=<>=>nt on the private Helvetia Ranch Annex North Parcel to guidelines and, in general, nitigation offered is too little 

for iTpacts to s,:ecies listed as threatened or endangered. and Sonoita Creek Ranch occurs outside the CLS. Staff wants 
1 .-:o~ ....... , .. Jn- Reoordation of a restrictive easanent on the the EIS to disclose that the project is not consistent vvith SDCP 

Sonoita Creek Ranch Parcel to nitigate for irrpacts to CLS guidelines, and explain hoN rruch it \1\Wid take to rrake it 
listed as threatened or endangered. RC-BR-01 (Voluntary, consistent, and IJ'Irry it is not consistent Based on the nine's 

•nnn.n••I'Y'I•nn• Reoordation of a restrictive easanent on private land location within the CLS, nitigation should be rrore like 13,000 
to as the Fullerton Parcel to protect wildlife habitat FS-BR21 acres. 

Reoordation of a restrictive covenant or oonservation easanent on 
land p3rcels in Davidson Canyon to nitigate for loss of 

listed st=ecies. QA.SR-01 - PaNer line and water line locations. 
location is the shortest route of alternatives considered by the 
and elininates one water line pLJTp station. OA-G/V-05-

I Prr!Cf!Ssim and placanent of tailirgs to reduce water content and 
footprint This nitigation requires the use of dry-stack tailings 

lt""'hnr>Jirv'l\/ which \1\Wid elininate the need for traditional tailings 
1nrnnoni-c· \1\Wid allcw tailings to be placed and corrpacted in a 

that \1\Wid reduce the overall footprint of tailings facilities; 
nininize the armunt of water entrained in the tailings (water 

•trn~ fillton:>r~ tailings is reused); and \1\Wid reduce the armunt 

2 

Pit stability depends on dtwaterirg the aquifer before and durirg 
excavation. 
Parent CCliTparly Augusta has indicated there are deeper 
resources belaiv the pit that could be exploited, as well as three 
adjacent deposits: Peach-Elgin, Broadtop Butte and Copper 

1) Backfill of pit was considered but rejected. Staff recxmrend 
that a oonveyer systan be evaluated. The systan \1\Wid alleviate 
safety and truck transp:xt issues. 
2) Backfill analysis does not consider benefits to water resources 
such 
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Rosemont Mine FEIS: Impacts, Mitigation, and Pima County Staff Comments 

108-112rrW 

182,000 tons 

equivalent based 17,fiJJ people 
the average use by 

years 

Potential loss of 3,202 
paleontolq:Jical resources 
(m:xlerate to high p:>tential 

Upon discovery of significant paleontolqjical 
Rosermnt Copper\I\OOid suspend \1\ak at that site and 

\I\OOid be investigated by the appropriate pers:>nnel before 
resures. Significant fossils rray be recovered. 

3 

This estirate does not include the C02 equivalence of rrore 
p:>tent enissions such as 014 and N20. 

This estirate does not include the C02 equivalence of rrore 
p:>tent enissions such as 014 and N20. 

1. Validity Exan Text fails to disclose the decision of the 
Forest Supervisor to reject a discretionary validity exan, or 
hp3cts resultirg fran that decision. 
2. The Forest Service (FS) ackncMiledges there are faults but 
don't consider hoN charges in flcMI caused by the nine night 
interact with the fault system. This explicit discussion will be 
iTp:>rtant later when water levels are interpreted and recalibrated. 
staff suggests to clearly identify all of the faults that are assUTed 
to be barriers torrovement in one place and use as a reference 
for NEPA reanalysis of m:x:lel. 
3. hrendrent of Forest Plan \I\OOid aiiCMI further nineral 
developrentinArea 16 (as stated inCh. 3, p. 177). In appendix, 
Rosermnt discloses interests and intent to develop Broadtop, 
Copper\l\br1d and Peach Elgin. Als:> a Rosermnt nitigation 

to buy the Forest's nineral fraction at Broadtop is 
disclosed. Therefore, rurulative effects of further nineral 
exploitation must oo analyzed. The FEIS ackncMiledges that the 
federal action of arendirg the Forest Plan will allaN further 
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Rosemont Mine FEIS: Impacts, Mitigation, and Pima County Staff Comments 

of tailirgs and 
rock facilities, 

including expected results 
reclaration 

tailings \1\Wid be rmre stable 
than required by regulations 

5,431 

plots and greenhouse 
indicate that revegetation can 

volume that is 

1 t-~.(:j\11-'-lrL Ur:on indication or discovery of a cave or sinkhole, There is s:rre larguage in the FEIS about stopping \MJ!k, but no 
I Rr.=n--nrn CqJf:er \1\Wid SL.!Sf:€nd \MJik at that site and oontact the assurance that this will be dare. lndej:endent rronitor is the only 
lrl=:inn,,tor~ Forest Service representative to investigate the discovery to ensure this. FS review of any discovered cave resource 
'""''rrm:> \Ann< is reinitiated. 24 hours is not rea:onable. 

1 n:>r·l:::rrt:>tirn and closure plan. This plan \1\Wid also specify \1\klere 
hoN this grcwth rredia \1\Wid be stored and \1\klere and hoN it 

be applied on tailings and waste rock facilities and other 
areas in order to facilitate revegetation of nine related 

Hill slopes \1\Wid be rronitored for erosion. 
nn<l~=>l\r.:•nnnrreasures and/or terrrs and oonditions related to 

lorg-nosed bat roost protection rreasures \1\Wid be 
1,u,"Jo/""'u. FSSR-03. Constructing a buttress forrred of waste rock 

and encapsulating the carp3Cted tailirgs. RC-LD-02 
nnr•.hi•nrli•nro\ Elmnation of future developrent of private lands 

on top of waste rock and tailirgs facilities. 

Includes efforts to establish native grasses, forbs, 
and trees on areas disturt:ed by nining and nine related 

detection and 

4 

states are ::.l.!MfA">'::U 

"consistent with forest land and resource rrnnagerrent plans" but 
there is no indication of what plans the FS is referring to (The rrost 
current forest plan revision has only broad-brush generalities 
about such goals and objectives). 
2. FS uses adaptive rrnnagerrent as a process to guide 
reclaration efforts, but their approach (including lack of 
inforrration) is oontrary to the m:xlel of adaptive rranagarent that 
they proclam to be guided by. The adaptive rrnnagerrent manual 
cited by the FS says "An EIS incorporating adaptive rnanagarent, 

as a "stand-alone" alternative or part of another 
alternative, needs to clearly describe hoN the approach \1\Wid be 
illplerrented. This not only includes what types of actions are 
proposed initially, but also the results that are expected fran 

and assessrrent, and future actions that rrny be 
illplerrented based on those results. Decision rrakers and the 
public rrust be able to see hoN the adaptive rnanagarent 
approach \1\Wid be illplerrented, including potential future actions 
and anticipated iTpacts on the environrent" Staff believe that the 
FEIS fails in this respect because there has not been disclosure 
about what objectives will be used, what actions are proposed, 
and hoN the feedback will \MJ!k. 

1. Productivity rrny be estirrnted to be sinilar to cliTax 
carrrunity, but the species list is not smlar. Staff suggest adding 

to reclaration areas and north 
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to historic clirrax conditions 
under prq:er rranagerent 

Soil productivity \1\Wid re reclairre:l 
folloNirg placerent of soil or 

cover and revegetation, with 
the exception of 955 acres of nine pit 

5 

asra;t slopes. \/\hie trees have been added to ,Apf::endix B FS­
SR-02, use of Pira County riparian standards is rrerited as best 
available science. 
2. FEIS eliminated success criteria, rrnkirg it iTp:>ssible to 
understand if reclaration is feasible. Staff request that FS develq) 
reclaration plan prior to the finalization of the EIS and provide 
cooperators and others sufficient time to review and charge. This 
plan should include the nUTber of plots and relevant statistical 
considerations that have been provided by Pira County staff to 
the FS. Note: M internal rraro by FS staff highlights this point 
and refers to a docurent that has success standards related to 
vegetation. 
3. FEIS has inadequate identification ofirrp3cts, nitigation, and 
OOndirg requirerent 

FEIS lacks a link retvveen failure to rreet success criteria and 
action to correct or nitigate. 
5. FEIS fails to provide for reestablishment of vegetative cover 
and therefore nitigation of erosive forces and recreational value. 
6. Trees are scarcely mentioned in the FEIS with regards to 
success criteria for reclaration; this does not 'hi'nic natural 
vegetation patterns" as stated. M.ist wait for final reclaration plan, 
but that does not give rnJCh confidence that the loss oftens of 
thousands of oak trees will re mitin<:>t<>rl 

1. Soil calculations based on a noninal12 inches of soil 
thickness for reclaration of the total waste rock and tailings 

results in a significant underestrration of the actual soil 
needed. \1\Athout the deternination of realistic volumes of soil 

will re needed for reclaration of the waste rock and tailings 
Rosermnt Copper rray run out of soil and re unable to 

satisfy the requirements of the final Reclaration and Closure 
Plan. /ls a result, revegetation of the upper landform sideslopes 
and upper surfaces rray not re possible without the develq:rrent 
of new off-site soill::aroiv areas and associated reclaration 
projects. Staff relieve that the FS should require Rosermnt to 
perform professional calculations of the volume of soil V'vhich will 
re needed to achieve a nininm 1 ft thickness for total nine 
reclaration operations on waste rock surfaces. 
2. T \1\0 soil stockpile locations are planned on the surface of the 
Tailings and\1\/aste Rock disposal rround at the end ofYear 15. 
1-bivever, the volume capacity of these stockpiles is on the order 
of 2,cro,cro cubic yards short of the soil rraterial needed for final 
reclaration of the site, and for use during the post-closure period 
until revegetation is deternined to re successful. The Forest 
Service should require Rosermnt to dearly derronstrate hoN on­
site soils will re rranaged throughout the nine life. 
3. Characterize soils in landform. FSI'v12250 
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70 1 r~...,...,.u;,. rmnitor the rroverrent of sedirrent within the channel of 
Canyon, includirg any aggradation or soour 

states that the FS rrust use s:>il prqJerties to assess condition and 
p:>tential of effects on s:>il\1\<hile plannirg. FSI'v12840 reclaration 
is to reclam consistent with Forest Plan, rreasurable perforrrmce 
standards required, but no rreasurable perforrrmce standards are 
included in this FEIS. And FS has not used "s:>il" properties of 

landform in analyzirg effects. Staff suggests iTp:>sirg 
specifications /standards for s:>il on waste-tailirgs pile in the FEIS. 

Soil rroverrent will be a huge concern, but rray not re evident 
fran the rmnitorirg progran, especially if such rmnitorirg takes 
place only on "nevvly revegetated areas". This is not suffiCient as it 

take years for rrajor erosion events to stop happenirg. 
5. V\Athout ties to thresholds and oontirgency plans, there is no 
oonfidence in the perforrrmce criteria process. In addition, for 

of this appendix there is too little detail to be able to 
deterrrine if the rmnitorirg or nitigation efforts are sufficient. 
Instead, the analysis/process for developirg is put off to beyond 
any canrent period. 1\/bnitorirg is good, but the docurent fails to 
identify \1\<hat rreasures \MJL.IId be put in place if rroverrent does 
happen. Aside fran obvious hU113n safety issues, there are also 
biological concerns, such as iTp3cts to talus snail habitat. 
Bondirg should be identified for p:>tential slope rroverrent. 
6. Wxx1y debris is suggested to "be used on the reclairn:d 
giOIV!h rnediU11 surfaces to provide stability, organic rratter, and 
lmitw+mit::~l<::for seed gemination, invertebrates, and 911311 
vertebrate species." This may not be realistic for more than a few 
years out fran the initial vegetation clearance action because 
these IJVOCIJy elerrents will decarr;ose. \1\Alat, then, will be the 

fnn.oKVVi\/ rvvrr!fVI<:nk at the tire of nine closure? 
The FEIS did not consider rurulative iTpacts of sedirrent 
delivery charge over the active nine j:eliod and post-closure. 
Considerirg the proposed active nine life is over 20 years, the 
FEIS should assess lorg term iTp3cts on sedirrent yield, delivery 
and channel gearorpholqJy. 

1 ..... ..,._-u - Pavirg of nine related roads to reduce dust enissions. quality pernit may not oontain the proposed 
1........,,..,.....1:"\N- Dust oontrol for open areas and storage piles. OA.JlQ. lmitiro<>tiJ.,..., rreasures discussed in the EIS. 

-Control of particulate enissions fran lire slakirg process. OA.- rea:mrends that the FS identify the circun;tances under 
-Control of particulate enissions franrrajor metallic nineral tailirgs \MJL.IId be nilled finer than \1\<hat has been assumed. 

lnm("'J:X:.•o:irYl operations. OA.-AQ-08- Reduction in air enissions fran If nillirg is finer than projected, it oould occur that \MJL.IId affect air 
ergines ass:>ciated with stationary equiprent. QA.-AQ-9- quality, water quality and stability of the tailirgs. Explicit NEPA 
· in air enissions fran diesel ergines ass:>ciated with reanalysis threshold should be stated. 

6 
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2.2: G"eenhouse 
enissions versus 

background 

Issue 2.3: NOx enissions 

2.4: l\lleeting of air 
standards 

Prenining: Enission rate of <1 ton 
t:er year. Active nining: Less than 
1% increase in Pilla CountyVCX::: 
enissions; enission rate of a00ut 82 
tons 

'~'""""'MJ"- Dust oontrol br unpaved roads. This nitigation oontains 1. The m:xleled enissions are perilously close to the standards. 
of actions that are designed to oontrol at least 00 t:erc:ent 2. Air quality iTpacts are under -estirrated due to incorrect 

''"'t~· rn::lltPr 10 (R\1110) enissions fran the unpaved road asst..rrptions in the air quality m:x:feling. 

(Voluntary, non-binding)- Use of alternative rrethods 
generation such as solar and wind to augrrent p::Mer at the 

adninistration building 

'~'""""'MJO- Use of covers on nix tanks and settlers to reduce 
l<=rruc::c::ifV1<: of volatile organic chenicals 

(Voluntary,non-binding}-Transp:xting errployees in 
gas p:Mered busses to reduce NOx enissions 

3. EIS does not srecify Vlklat nitigation is required/voluntary/or 
each rreasure will oca.Jr. 

Staff had requested a photochenical m:xlel to re used to 
detemine if enissions \MJL!Id push the region over ozone 
standards. This was not done. 

Staff had requested a photochenical m:xlel to re used to 
detemine if enissions WJUid push the region over ozone 
standards. This was not done. 

Staff recanrends that the FEIS recognize that not all of 
Rosermnt's oontributions to ozone can re abated, and Rosermnt 

"eat up" s:rre of the region's capacity brrraintaining the 
standards. Staff recarrrends the FEIS disclose that required 
actions night cause socioeconaric iTpacts if ozone standard is 
exceeded. Staff recanrended replacerrent of all internal 
COITbustion engine involved in pt..rrping water and tailings with 
pfPr·rnr•nt to reduce air due to ozone. 

2.5: Effects on air Enissions do not exoeed Class I 1 - q:ooty rmnitoring. This rmnitoring descrires enission There is no guarantee that this nitigation rreasure will re required 
in Class I airsheds increrrent thresholds; rray oontribute llmit<:>ti,-v,c and establishes rmnibring, rep:rling, and recordkeeping by the State of Arizona. 

to degradation of air quality related regarding q:acity. Locations specified in the air quality 
in the Saguaro National Park 

East, Saguaro National Park \Nest, 
Galiuro Wldemess hea Class I 

7 

1. Staff recanrends that the FS deny SJ:ecial Use 
authorizations br water develq:rrents on NFS lands. Forest can 
deny pit:elines and groundivater develq:rrent on Forest lands, 
even if it has no discretion over nine disposal. 
2. Disclose hcM!rn.JChwaterwill re removed fran and its 
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8 

disposit~Jil At-rvmrlii'Y'I to US Forest Service grounclv\ater 
lm:::~"""'"""">nt PJiicy, annual rep:xting ofwithdraNals on Forest 
land in cubic feet of water is required. The Forest should require 
rep:xting of pt.JTped water on Forest lands, and rep:xting of water 
in pipelines authorized for the transp:xtatm of water across 
Forest land. 
3. 1\ilore than 90,000 acre-feet of water will reside in a full pit 
lake, and 100s of afwill evaporate each year. This is a loss to 
local aquifer systan that the FEIS does not consider. The FS has 
failed to analyze partial or carplete backfill\1\<hich \MJUid save 

of this water. The FEIS specifieS creatm of a pit lake is 
good for grounclv\ater quality. This may re true, but the amunt of 

deficit in the local 

1. staff recarrrend that the prq:osed project should not rrove 
forward l::ecause of high level of uncertainty and lack of lmts of 
prq:osed water use and general iTp3cts to quality and quantity of 
surface water and grounclv\ater table 
2. Disclosure of imrediate r:ost closure effec1s are not stated in 
EIS. Equilibrium iTp3cts stated, but that is over 1 ,000 years r:ost 

This discussm appears tore very cbNn played. \1\Alat 
really needs tore anphasized is the loss from years 0-20 (\1\<hich 
is discussed) and 20-200 (not discussed). These iTp3cts are far 
greater than at equilibrium and will affect the cbivnstrearn V~.ell 
users and riparian vegetatm. Tetra tech estmates at year 200 
that 517 f!F is evaporated and lost at the pit and that amount will 
rise as the pit lake groNS. Over the 20-year mining period as rruch 
as 925 f!Fiyear is lost due to pit dewatering. These are the 
amounts that need anphasis, not at equilibrium \1\<hen the current 
generatms are gone. In additm, little discussm regarding water 
availability for the cbivnstrearn riparian camunity is rnentmed. 
This needs elaboratm and is an ornissm. 
3. FEIS rejects arguments that 1-foot c:fra\M:bNn should re 
plotted and it fails to address points and literature raised by Pin3 
County staff. The Haile <?old Mine in South Carolina recently 
published a groundwater m:x:fel using 1-foot draM:fcAMl recause 
effect on strears. staff sugges1s that FS publish a rrap shewing 
springs and wells within 1-ft draM:fcAMl. 

The grounclv\ater m:xlel should have an i'rf:ervious lxx.Jndary 
on the VIleSt at or near the rict::Jeline, recause of the topographic 
divide and, more iTp:xtantly, the granodiorite rock. The FEIS 
provided lots of discussion, but failed to explain IMly a granitic 
intrusive rock is not n· ..-.::>rrn::>:ohb 

requested discharge V~.ell 
rlrun:::tn~ reaches 
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361 to370 

iTpact 

SantaCruz Subbasin 

:Water needed 
I fnr I"IY'<>r<ltiN"lC fran Santa 

and 

uses and basin 
balance, rreasured 

in acre-feet 

(Voluntary, non-binding). Providirg protection for 
private residential well ONners cgainst the risk that nine­

las:ro<3ted groundivater draM::fcMn could iTpact their \!\ell. 

staff requested discharge of pl.J1'l::ed pit dewaterirg \/\ell water to 
c:fcMnstrean reaches to nitigate this iTpact 

Pantano Dan area and at ranches in other 
lw;::ttPrC:hPri<:: does not address the lorg-terrn loss of surface and 
subflaiv that will darage the riparian vegetation, loss of sprirgs 
and loss of sub flON i'nrediately c:fcMnstrean of the area of 
i'nrediate at the nine. also 
1. FEIS claiTs that insufficient information was available to 
assess iTpacts to individual wells. Staff suggests that a \/\ell-by-

analysis l::e conducted SJ that \/\ell ONners can krnN \/\<hat to 
expect 
2. The FEIS is reliant on arguable m:x:felirg techniques and 
refuses to establish baseline based on purp data. It aiSJ fails to 
establish baseline or identify iTpacted \/\ells for nitigation. Staff 
suggests expandirg nitigation progran and identify l::xJnd amunt 
for \/\ell n:>nl:::lf'<..,.,nt 

1'-""',.UV'W-uot- Control and recyclirg of process water. Overall 1. 
of fresh water use and avoidance of potentially 2. <?roundivater m:x:fels inadequate: m:x:fels are based on 20-

lrvv>t:::rnin<ot<>rldischarges by containirg all process water in lined year nine life, but PAIEIA says 24.5 to 30 years. /lDIIR nining 
1 •co..mu'"""• to l::e recycled back into the process strean to offset fresh extraction pernit allaivs for withdrawal of 6,000 acre feet (af)/year 

use; and the installation of overflON alarms to alert operators to but m:x:fel is based on 5,400 af/year for first 8 years. lrrp3ets to 
potential overflew situation. OAGJV-07 -1\ibnitorirg quantity of county-aMled groundivater \/\ells, and nurerous other \!\ells, have 

water reroved fran the Santa Cruz Basin. RCG/V-02- not teen fully disclosed. Several \/\ells may need to l::e replaced 
rvv,.hirvlii'V'I\ Recharging the aquifer in the T lJC9)n due to declinirg groundivater levels resultirg fran the nine's 

to offset purpirg of nine supply water. pun-pirg. 
(Voluntary, non-binding).- Extension of Central 3. Water supply loss not nitigated. Direct use of GtiP or 

Project pipeline to Geen Valley. recharge \1\Wid nitigate water-level declines in Geen Valley area 

9 

and leave higher quality water for potable use, and could l::e 
required to ninirnize iTpacts on Forest resources under FSI'vl 
Handl::x:XJk. 
. FEIS states GtiP recharge is voluntary. It cites a RON 

encroachment cgreernent with the T ONn of Sahuarita that 
stipulates GtiP recharge within the area of draM::fcMn, but CNF 

enforce the license cgreernent if a different RON is 
selected. Recharge may not occur within the area of hydrologic 
iTpact CNF should revise the EIS to provide carplete analysis of 
future use of C/lP and availability and guarantee for use in 
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increrental withdraNal for the 
water supply \1\Wid contribute 

to the overall ground\JI.ater withdraJVal 
land subsidence in the Sahuarita 

staff recarrrends that the forest revise the EIS to address the 
direct and indirect irrp3c1s to bibal water resJUrces 

rrayactasa 
grounc:l\M3ter; not as m:x:feled by the applicant A sensitivity 
analysis was run and discussed O::t 19, 2012, but the analysis is 
not resp:msive to previous staff conoerns, ll'vhich were a00ut 
obtaining OON data to constrain m:xiels. Staff asks that 
geophysical and other investigations ~ developed to define 

rroverent across the rrountains · to the R:lD. 
2C.1: Ability to meet 1\/b::feled water quality for p:>tential equiprent (such as oollection pans or 1. Barrel Alternative conclusions and nitigation for ground\JI.ater 

Pquifer\1\.ater from tailings and waste rock ~ encapsulated within the waste rock in order to quality continues to rely on an aquifer protection pemit that was 
Standards at m:x:feled water 1 n:>nrnt~'"' assess the rroisture content of the waste rock and aiiON for issued for a different nine than the preferred alternative. Staff 

lmll""tirm and analysis of seepage if any is generated. F~-02. sugges1s a sLJWierental EIS with Public Notice r:alod; reN 

quality sarpling at locations other than required under analyses to understand consequences of p:>nded areas against 
aquifer protection j:errnit F~-04. Periodic updating the OONiy redesigned waste and tailings, along with other changes 

pit lake geochemistry m:xlel to incorp:xate the rrost recent and in st01111JVater runoff. 
ln.::>rtin<>ntgeochemical resul1s obtained through waste rock 2. The FEIS reports resul1s from rrodeling seepage through 
lr-h<"""'torr7"'ti'"' efforts. FSBR-27- Periodic validation and rock dumps that are unreasonably ION. This is because the 

of ground\JI.ater m:xlel throughout life of nine. OAG/V-02 used unrealistic unsaturated parareters and used 
of the potential for acid generation and metal leaching cliTate data from the vvrong location. FS indicates rronitoring of 

1trr1n r:::uurv1c:: and waste rock as required under the aquifer protection p:>tential seepage, but provides no plans for nitigation \l'vhen it is 
OA-GIV-08-\!\ell abandonrent or capping. This nitigation discovered. Staff sugges1s using realistic cover parareters and 
that Roserront Copper properly abandon or cap all unused cliTate input for m:x:feling. 

or Oj:en l::oreholes in accordance with State well abandonrent 3. The rmnitoring plan calls for l.v\o poin1s to~ rmnitored for 
OA-GIV-06-Ground\JI.ater quality and aquifer-level content Considering that any seeps \1\Wid biiON 

lrYY1nitnrirYl required under the aquifer protection pemit This preferential liON paths, there is a very ION probability that such 
1,..-,nitr~riiYI requires the construction and Oj:eration of point of · \1\Wid detect a seep. There should ~ frequent visual 

rrnnitnrirYl and 

10 
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to Best available derronstrated control 
available technolq:Jy has teen accepted 

I r!.:>n'YmC:ir:::lt•>rl control throt.gh the aquifer protection t=emit 

lrrpact to Sierrita sulfate 
pll.J're 

process and has teen detemined to 
be adequate 

11 

reanalysis that are rmre strirgent than states. FS-GJV.02 does 
not address these constituents. Even if it did, it ai!CMS Rosaront 
to set the criteria for thresholds and suspension of scrrplirg. 
Forest Service should set the standards for /ls and U reanalysis. 
5. Evaluation should not be lmted to ore that is processed. 
Should also evaluate fate of nillirg process chenicals and their 
breakc:fcM!n products. Of particular iTpJrtance here are xanthates 
and carl::ol disulfide. Carron disulfide is regulated under ARS 49-
243(1) so that the applicant rrust lmt discharge to the rraxin.m 
extent practicable regardless of cost M ninin.m, FS should 
disclose effects to Forest resources. 
6. The rmnitorirg plan calls for additional wells and springs to 
be scrrpled, but the wells are only existirg wells. Staff 
recarrrends that the FS choose locations and require additional 
new wells to be constructed. 
1. The pit lake will be teminal \1\klen flcMiirg, but it is p:>SSible 
that durirg lake forrration water could flcMI out of one or rmre 
sides of the pit The FEIS has failed to consider this potential for 
degradirg groundivater. 
2. FEIS clains that seepage \1\Wid not be concentrated but 

rather be spread across the entire area of the facility. Staff 
recarrrends that FS acknaivledge potential for preferential flcMI 
throt.gh the facilities and develop a plan to rmnitor for seep:; and 
raredy problem;. 
3. FEIS does not identify the potential to concentrate naturally­
occurrirg radioactive materials durirg processirg, address 
concentrations, nor address rrobility of radioactive materials in the 
tailings. Staff recanrends settirg thresholds/triggers for NEPA 
fYTYTIIi"II'V'A and mit;"'::ttitYI 

1. The nanirg scherre for referenced studies is inconsistent, 
arbitrary and capricious, so evaluatirg the clains in the FEIS 
leaves an unfair burden on J:eOple providirg a:mrent 
2. DEIS concluded County method was not t=eer reviewed. It 

Further, the County requested FS conduct its 0/\111 t=eer 
Furtherrmre m·c r""'"""""'tc 
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involverrent by statirg we "revi~ved" their m:x:fels. It should oo 
noted that up:x1 review we found them grossly inadequate and 
recarrrended usirg PC rrethods. 
3. The recq:Jnition that fires occur in the project area, that the 
largest bum areas have occurred since 2005 and that fires can 
draratically iTpact the hydrologic regirre should include a plan to 
address these concerns. There is no acknoivlect:Jrent of 
ass:JCiated hazards which occur in post-fire conditions includirg 
gullyirglerosion and debris flCMIS which could iTpact drainage 
infrastructure l:x>th durirg operations and post dosure. There are 

exarples of gullyirg and post fire debris f!CMIS, includirg the 
fire that occurred near in 2010. 

Rosermnt still intends to capture and retain surface mter fiun an 
approxrrately 1 square nile mtershed to the west of the nine pit 
and alorg the southern j:erirreter of the waste rock disposal area 
This mter should oo released cbivnstrean into Trail Creek as p3li 
of the site mter rr=r'""""""'nt 

. design, location, and operation of storrrwater diversion 1. staff stated in previous a:mrents that the oonsultant should 
in order torraintain fiCMI cbivnstream and avoid oontact with oonsider the results of a 3-hr storm, which was never done, and 

lnm~·o:iiYI facilities and ore stockpiles. FSSW-02. This nitigation the FEIS iTplies that Pira County's concerns were addressed in 
the results of an effort to apply the concepts of gearorphic the analysis they did, while they were not In a:mrents on 08-14-

'ror•l<:rYlOtir"' to the Barrel Alternative. The result is a design that 13, staff reiterated that the consultant erroneously stated that staff 
route more st01Tl1J\/ater into cbivnstrean drainages postclosure rea:mrends the PC Hydro m:x:fel for deterninirg peak flCMIS, and 

previous designs. RC-SW-01 -(Voluntary, nonbinding) stated that PiTa County has technical p:>licies that descrioo which 
operation and data gatherirg of USGS flCMI gage that should oo used for which application. 

provide data for surface mter flCMIS cbivnstream of the nine 2. The analysis of dCMinstreammter volume effects on 
DavidSJil Canyon and Cienega Creek is flavved, OOcaLISe Zeller 
(2011 a) ignores the fact that greater rainfall occurs higher on the 
high elevations like the nine site, and will oontribute more mter to 
c:fc:Mnstrean areas than lcMF elevation mtersheds. By assunirg 

12 

that all areas oontribute runoff equally, their m:x:fel underestimates 
the iTpact the nine site will have on surface mter and riparian 
vegetation in DavidSJil Canyon and Cienega Creek. 
3. The FEIS acknONiedges that the mxlification of st01Tl1J\/ater 
peak flCMIS and volume is iTportant in multiple aspects. 1-b/\ever, 
the FEIS does not include any plans to address possible issues 
resultirg fiun the mxlification of storm f!CMI. For exarple, what 

happen if the reduction of runoff volume significantly affects 
DavidSJil Canyon and Cienega Creek? The FEIS lacks a "backup'' 
plan. Staff \!\Wid like the FS to explain what actions \1\Wid oo 
taken when are identified. 
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Issue 30.6: Charge in 
recharge to the aquifer by 
runoff 

Runoff fran waste rock is predicted 
to meet Arizona Surface \1\.ater 

Standards for all constituents 
except dissolved silver; risk of 
exceedance is nitigated by waste 
rock segregation techniques and 

1""-"-1'--l=""' that dissolved silver \1\Wid 
likely l::e !::elaN standards as rell 

. It is iTp:xtant to rronitor flON after the dosure to assess r;ost­
closure and nitigation effects on cbivnstream riparian vegetation 
and water res:x.Jrces. HON lorg will the Rosemnt CqJj:er fund 
US38 to rronitor the flON after the dosure? The rronitorirg should 
continue after the dosure to assess effectiveness. 
staff requested discharge of pl..l11:ed pit devvaterirg rell water to 
cbivnstrearn reaches to nitigate this iTp3ct. 

r~~··-u.:> \1\.aste rock characterization and segregation is required 1. Cooperatirg agencies have carrrented on the potential for 
operations under the aquifer protection pernit [see OA-GN- unregulated discharge of storrrwater that has teen in contact with 
· supplerrentary rronitorirg rreasure involves additional ore txxlies and nine processirg facilities in the event that the 
rock and tailirgs characterization analysis durirg operations. carpliance point dam is overtopped and destroyed, \1\ihich could 

1~.-(fNI~-lJJ- Equiprent and methcx:ls to keep potentially happen with s:rre frequency. This concern is based on a 
lrvv,t::n1iru:<.t<>rl,•l:::lt.or fran l::eing released into the environrent. This of the pulp)Se of the carpliance point dam 

requires the use of appropriately sized lined The storrrwater reachirg the a:rrpliance point dam is not halted 
retention of all contact storrrwater for reuse as process water; or permanently retained by the dam in anyway and will flON 

installation of overflON alarrrs to alert operators of a potential cbivnstrearn in any case. The dam allONS for s:rre settlirg of 
OA.-SW-01 -Detention and testirg of storrrwater. sedirent, detains storrrwater terrporarily, and aiiCM!S for a 

nitigation measure requires detention and testirg of storrrwater convenient location to oollect storrrwater sarples. The dam does 
fran perimeter waste rock buttress areas for water quality not, hONever, prevent storrrwater fran flONing cbivnstrearn. 
prior to flONirg cbivnstream of the nine site. OA.-SW-02- 2. The statement that waste and tails are not anticipated to 

llm'"ll1=!1n:>nt:::~titm of storrrwater pollution prevention plan. The exceed surface water quality standards does not take into account 
lct,.,rrn•J<>tor pollution prevention plan identifies methcx:ls to reduce p:>SSibility for discharge to exceed numeric standard for 

pollution of storrrwater; this plan is site specific, flexible, suspended sedirent concentration in /li!C 18-11-100) or 
as needed. See aro narrative standards at f::>I:L R18-11-108. 

13 

1. It is unclear\1\ihetherthe FS expects there to l::e any water 
txxlies in the PCAs or else\1\ihere due to seep:tge or i11:<XJndment, 
other than the carpliance dam. The expectations need to l::e 
dear, and if there are inadvertent water txxlies created, the EIS 
should disdose the iTp3cts on other resources, such as biolo;JY. 
2. The method used to estimate erosion is not appropriate to 
evaluate the iTp3ct of ninirg alternatives and is far !::elaN industry 
standards. \1\Alile Rosemnt's consultant, Tetra Tech, has justified 
their use of the PSIAC method, the 1.v\o studies cited by Tetra 
Tech, dearly state that the PSIAC method is inapprqJriate for site 
level assessTent. 
3. Rosemnt CqJj:er still intends to capture and retain surface 

an approxiTately 75 acre watershed area on the lONer 
side slope of the northeastern portion of the tailirgs mound. This 

l::e released dCMII1Strearn into Barrel Canyon as part 
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.2: NLni:er of 
niles charged 

interrnittenVperennial 
status to ephereral 
status as a result of 

project 

Errpire Gulch, about 3 miles 
i1l>aded 
laN estirate: No or ninor charges 
up to 150 years after closure; 
epherreral by 1 ,000 years after 

Best-fit m:xlels: Mxed 

14 
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Purchase of mter rights, to oo used for nitigatirg for 
in the Cienega Creek mtershed 

15 

1) lrrpacts on a.rtstandirg Arizona \1\/aters for all ninirg life 
phases ( esr:ecially first 10 yrs) are not fully disclosed. The FEIS 
stated that "the only p:>tential effect on the a.rtstandirg Arizona 

in loNer Davidson Canyon and LOI'ver Oenega Creek 
oo the result of a decrease in runoff that \1\Wid occur 

because p:>rtions of the Davidson Canyon mtershed \1\Wid oo cut 
off in perr:etuity by the nine site. This reduction in ephemeral fiON 
isestiTated to oo4.3 to 11.5 percent in laiverDavidson Canyon". 

FEIS only discusses atout the "p:>St-dosure" conditions. 
mentioned al:ove, durirg the first 10 years of active rrining 

phases, estiTated runoff reduction fran Barren Canyon is 
significant FEIS should disclose the 0Tp3cts on a.rtstandirg 

· \1\/aters for different phases by usirg estimated runoff 
during that j:eliod. 
2) PiTa County staff agree atout the necessity of rnonitorirg the 
OAVVs, and that Rosemont should fund the rnonitorirg. This 

rreasure depends on access to the OAW located on 
County and District lands. This nitigation rreasure should 
recqJnize local authority. It should specify that the data for all 
asj:eCts of the OAWvvill oo collected by parties acceptable to 
PiTa County \1\00 \1\Wid rep:>rt the data through PiTa Assxiation 
of Governments and Arizona Deparfrrent of Environrental 

In addition, PiTa County will need to approve all analytes 
and methods used in the OAW Recently, Rosemont sub1itted to 

an application to site groundwater and surface water quality 
sarplirg devices on State Trust land; this sarpling site is not 
located on the OAW 
3) The FEIS acknONiedges that the m:xiification of stomwater 
peak liONS and volume is iTp:>rtant in rrultiple aspects. 1-bivever, 
the FEIS does not include any plans to address p:>SSible issues 
resultirg fran the m:xiification of storm fiON. For exarple, VIAlat 

happen if the reduction of runoff volume significantly affects 
Davidson Canyon and aenega Creek? The FEIS lacks a "backup" 
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Issue 4.1: /lcres of riparian Pirra County Mag:ed Riparian. 
disturt:ed, by Habitat directly disturt:ed =588 acres. 

l~letation classification Barrel Canyon = 162 acres of 
xeroriparian habitat expected to be 
indirectly HTp3cted with high 

8rpire Gulch = 407 acres 
hydroriparian habitat oould oo 

indirectly HTp3cted. DavicfsJn 
Canyon (Reach 2) = 502 acres of 
xeroriparian habitat expected to be 
indirectly HTp3cted with moderate 

lr<>rTO>Innt M additional 14 riparian 
associated with springs \1\Wid 

oo directly or indirectly disturt:ed with 
r<:>r1CO>In1\r and an additional 35 

16 

resJUrces. The FS needs to oo rrore honest in their assessrrent 
For exarple, the FEIS consistently states that" The nine and 
ancillary facilities oould result in a loss or alteration of habitat for 
numerous plant and anirrnl species." By their OM1 adrission, they 
are losirg thousands of oaks, hundreds of thousands of agave, so 
hcM!oould it oo that they the nine 'hEy," "oould," 'hight" result in 
the loss of habitat? For vegetation they state: "have the potential 
to pem1311ently charge vegetation" The FS needs to provide more 
realistic assessrrent and state that some HTp3cts sirrply will not 
00 nitigated. 
2. Inadequate species inforrration; FEIS cited a host of species 
that will be covered under County rv1SCP, but they chose not 
disclose HTp3cts. The FS did not analyze HTp3cts on a host of 
Species of interest to Pirra County, but more irrp:xtantly, the 
9Jit::A 2013c report cites the need to analyze additional species 
(such as the Bell's vireo), but there is no current rv'lanagernent 
indicator species report available for review. 
3. The FS rrade a detemination that the loss of the population 
of Coleman's coralroot \1\Wid not HTp3ct population viability. They 
cite "FS guidance" \Mlich gives a definition of PI that relates to the 
"distribution of the species on the Coronado and not other areas." 
FS needs to provide more inforrration on this guidance. 

FS uses larguage such as "Direct HTp3cts (i.e., crushirg, 
clearirg, trarplirg, etc.) to this species are not anticipated 
because there are no docurented occurrence records for this 
species within the project area or the footprints of the oonnected 
actions." 1-bivever, no surveys have teen conducted, so this 
conclusion cannot be dra/\111. 
5. lrrpacts analysis are perforrred, but for arrost all species 
analyzed (with the exception of a few T&E species), nitigation is 
not addressed 
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lr-:>~<-u.!-Sprirg, seep, and constructed/enhanced waters 
lrYY1nitnrii'Y'I. A suite of 25 seers and sprirgs \1\Wid oontinue to l::e 
lrrnr1itrm=>rl to identify any iTp3cts that rray occur due to dewaterirg 

the regional aquifer in the vicinity of the nine pit. 

1\/bnitorirg to detemine iTp3cts fran pit dewaterirg on 
lrlrt.•~n<:·lr=msites in Barrel and Davidson Canyons 

17 

The estiTated reduction of annual runoff fbN volume to 
c:fc:Mnstrean is 30-4(Jl/o durirg pre-ninirg and active ninirg 
phases (SJIA:A., 2013). This substantial reduction of runoff to 
c:fc:Mnstrean could signifiCantly affect c:fc:Mnstrearn riparian and 

resources. Although the potential iTp3cts of the runoff 
reduction are briefly discussed in "Seep:;, Sprirgs and Riparian 

, the FEIS only focused on the post-dosure 17% reduction 
and did not fully analyzed the runoff reduction iTp3cts on 
c:bMlstrean vegetation and water resources for all phases of nine 
life. Especially, hew the substantial reduction of strean 110/V 
volume durirg the first 10 years could affect c:fc:Mnstrearn riparian 
vegetation. 
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terrestrial and aquatic 
habitat lost, altered, or 
indirectly iTpacted. 

'.-~....,.. ... , . The entire plant site is sited and designed to reduce its 
and overall footprint and to use gravity instead of pl.JTping to 

processwaterll'vhere p:>SSible. FS-BR-04-Salvage, grcming, 
, and rronitoring of Pairer's agave 

lorv''""''or~ fenced, or otherwise rranaged to exclude wildlife, 
111vestcx:K. and the public. Includes construction of balliers to exclude 

leq:ad frogs. FS-BR-05-Construction, rrnnagerrent, 
l:::.nrl """'int"'""""'""Ofwater features to reduce p:>tential iTpacts to 

and livestock from reduced fbN in seeps, springs, surface 
and groundivater. FS-BR-06- Location of the electrical 
line that provides p:Mer to the pit area so that it avoids talus 
to the extent practicable. FS-BR-13- rv'leasures to ensure 

I relcJCatiiJn of lesser long-nosed bat and other bat Sj:€Cies in the 
I rnn:>rli::~tA vicinity of the nine such as closing 20 abandoned nine 

that rray be iTpacted by nine activities, including the 
Mine. ROSElTOilt Copj:er\1\Wid also fence the R2 Mne and 

Mine a:rrplex to exclude unauthorized human access. FS-
6. ROSElTOilt CopJ:er \1\Wid establish an enc::fc:Mrrent, the 

Creek \1\.atershed Conservation Fund, and provide 
,.,...,.uvv,,vvv of funding. This fund \1\Wid essentially be established as: 

to help restore the watershed to a functioning 
a rrechaniS11 to rn::~r't'1111'>rrAnt 

18 

FSBR-04 does not call for staggering then planting of agave 
pants over tire so that not all agaves will blcxm at the sare tire 
after nine closure. Staff suggests developing a plan that \1\Wid 
stagger agave planting so as to have flcMJing spread out Also, 
prcnote grassland restoration actions elseWlere in the watershed 
that \1\Wid 

appears to 
be based on the listing decision in the 80, V'vhich is itself based on 
infonration that does not reflect the uncertainty of the groundivater 

and effects on seeps and springs of the area. For 
exarple, the data that the U.S. Fish andWidlife Service used 
dates to 2010; the iTpacts to &rpire Gulch do not reflect the 
range of p:>SSible iTpacts. 
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habitat in 8rpire Gulch lr-:-.....-v.:-­
be iTpacted, includirg 

transition fran perennial to 
intemittent or ephemeral strean 
ftON, rrortality of individual species, 

plants such as stock tanks, reduced vegetation voll.IT'e, and 
and sprirgs. p:>SSibly transition to rresJ!iparian or 

xeroriparian habitat lrrpacts to 
hydroriparian habitat alorg Cienega 
Creek and Davicmn Canyon are 
p:>SSible but not the rrost likely 
lc::r;:>n::~rln Aquatic and riparian habitat 
las:mlted vvith 5 sprirgs \1\Wid be 
lost due to direct surface disturbance; 
11 sprirgs are highly likely to be 
indirectly iTpacted due to 

Jndlvater dn:MdCM/11 and \1\Wid 
likely cease functionirg as viable 
habitat; and 00 sprirgs may be 
indirectly iTpacted due to draM:fcM!n, 
but their water source is unknCM/11. 
Direct loss of habitat associated vvith 
15 stock tanks. 

in rover, foragirg effiCiency , ........ _......,_ ,.~~. -lvleasures to reduce iTpacts to \/\eStern yeiiON-billed 
reproductive success, such as limitation on vegetation clearirg durirg \/\eStern 

rates of 'yU!rg, and predator- cuckoo nestirg season. 
prey relationship:; 

II-S.Hh1-11 -1\/bnitorirg and oontrol of actions to reduce or prevent 
to Chiricahua leopard frqJ fran invasive aquatic sr:ecies 

Arerican bullfrq:Js, northern crayfish, tiger salaranders, 
1=>£11\Ar.>fiTUA,!:;lT<>r, spiny-rayed fish species). 

19 

Executive order 13112 requires that the Forest Service oonsider 
invasive species in its actions. It is stated that an invasive sr:ecies 
plan vvill be developed vvith "specific rreasures'', but the Rosaront 
Invasive Species l\llanagernent Plan (2012; cited) lacks any details 
or have any firm camitrnents. The EIS only cites this docl.IT'ent 
once and there is no section in the EIS that give any "specific 

vvith regards to invasive species. Therefore, sr:ecifics 
about targets, actions plans, and plannirg processes for the 
developrent and irrplernentation of the invasive species plan 

be included in the EIS. Sirrply leavirg those decisions to 
JX)St-acc:eptance of the MRJ vvilllikely result in a plan that is lorg 

and Consdaationm~~~~t 

ED_ 001 040 _ 00001856-00028 



Rosemont Mine FEIS: Impacts, Mitigation, and Pima County Staff Comments 

and cbivnstrean lands that will be affected by the rrine's 
operationsm.JSt be included in this plan. Finally, a plan and 
assured and sufficient fundirg for r;ost-minirg rronitorirg and 
treatrrent actions m.JSt be invasive · 

to supp:xt carera sb.Jdies for large predators, Use of carera trap:; and/or durg-sniffirg c:fqJs to rronitor jaguars 
and ocelot. FSBR-23 -1\/bnitorirg to detemine the cannot reasonably be considered rritigation for effects. 

of road-kill near the project area. 

11-s.HI-l,-1!-1·1\i'easures to reduce iTpacts to jaguars. Includes wildllife 
signs and reducirg sr.eecJ lmts on site. 

1 r»~~- Facility redesign involves enclosure of the stockpile by a 
strucb.Jre and reorientation of the crushenballloadirg facility 

to avoid a PJPL.dation of Colerran's coral-root, V'vhich is a 
Service sensitive species. A carplete inventory of the NFS 

footprint for Colaran's coral-root and beardless 
be carpleted prior to ground disb.Jrbance. FS-

2-Relocation of Chiricahua leop3rd frogs fran areas in the 
I inTnorii<>to vicinity of the project area. FS-BR-15 -1\i'easures to 

1.v\o occurrences of Colerrnn's coral-root during road 
lr!.:>I"YYYm<:c::n'lirY'I FS-BR-26 -llnnual rronitorirg for Chiricahua 

frog. FS-BR -10 -1\i'easures to reduce and rectify iTpacts to 
pineapple cactus by rrinmzirg surface disb.Jrbance in the 

, surveyirg and rronitorirg; and transplantirg those cacti that 
be avoided. FS-BR-18. Pre-disb.Jrbance surveys for Forest 
sensitive species. rrany 

as well. 

20 

1) Barrel Alternative was chosen, in part, to avoid a PJPl .. dation of 
Colerran's coralroot, but they are prq:osirg to put a fence around 

of this large population of plants and call such an action 
avoidance, but it is so close of the process facility and a rnajor 
diversion channel that fire, desiccation, invasive species, etc. are 
sure to iTpact the species. 
2) /ls part of the avoidance of Colerran's coralroot plants, it is 
iTperative that the host trees be rronitored for vigor and oondition; 
if they die, so too will the orchids. Specify V'vhat contirgencies 

be put in place if the host plants are iTpacted. 
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5,182 . 955-acre OfE1 pit represents 
irreversible loss of grazirg land 10~·~""' 

I r~.....,..., - h"plerrentation Of an outdoor lightirg plan that \1\Wid 
potential irrp3cts fran artifiCial night lightirg. FS-DS-02-
of additional ground-based sky brightness rnonitorirg 

21 

The effects of grazirg on revegetation success criteria has not 
been analyzed 
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Existirg vielvs of the Santa 
Rita rv1ountains V\o.lld be irreversibly 
lost rehind the waste rock and 
tailirgs facilities. 

Pit face and diversion channel 
pem1311ently visible 

Perrranent, rrnjor, adverse iTpacts 
fran highly visible piles 

Facility visible for approxirrately 10 
then partially screened by 
rock and tailirgs 

ll,...,"""""'' visible on the west side of 
Santa Rita l'vbuntains and over the 
ridgeline for life of the project 

1 r;:,~vM<-u • -Color of nine related buildirgs blends into the natural 
ll""r~cr-,"'"""' F~VFW2-Renuval of unneeded facilities durirg 

FS~VR-00- rvleasures to reduce color contrasts fran cuts, 
and concrete structures ass:JCiated with the nine. 

(Voluntary, non-binding) -Architectural designs for 
associated with the water supply line ptrrp stations. 

1 Rnc::.:>rYnntCopper has stated that they\1\K)lJid bllaiv University of 
College of Architecture and Plannirg and Landscape 

design guidance for buildirgs ass:JCiated with four ptrrp 
that rrnintain the tenor of the Santa Rita 
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1. By acceptirg applicant's clam that landfomirg will block 
vi€11\S of the pit, the analysis cbivnplays that the oontoured tailirgs 

be highly visible and this design increases visibility of the 
tailirg pile fran state Route 83 significantly. 
2. FS respJnSe suggests visual analysis and AIX)T criteria 
indicate no iTpact of preferred alternative, but this is not correct 
The visual blight created by niles of rill eroded tailing piles 
blockirg the vieN of what was once a ridgeline is white.NaSh and 
indicates the lack of reasonableness of the analysis and 
conclusions. 
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irreversible iTpacts as a result 
ldiSJ:JiaCE~ recreation users and 

effects on recreation 

1r-:o..-KV\r-t1.1-Mitigate loss of off-highivay-vehide use opp:xtunities. The Rosaront site is a very PJPL!Iar place for off-higtway vehicles 
1 Rrr""""'nntCqJ,:er \MJLIId provide funding for efforts to produce a plan (Q-l\ls ), \1\hich are likely to be displaced to other lands nearby. 

developing facilities and rranaging off-highivay-vehide use that The EIS calls for rroney to go to the FS for rranaging a-Ns on 
be displaced fran the project area. Rosaront CqJ,:er VIK)Uid their land, but in reality, a-ws will be displaced to other, non-FS 

into a voluntary collection agreerrent to provide funding up to lands such as Las aenegas National Conservation hea and the 
I"""-"-',VI..N for uses that indude the NEPA analysis and decision County's Bar-V ranch. This should be ackncwlecfged and funding 

to detemine \/\here additional facilities are warranted and should be available for other land CMIIlershranagers to receive 
l"'"""'""""i"'t"' in addition to iTplerentation of the off-highivay-vehicle carpensation 

,~ ··~~- (Voluntary, non-binding)- Providing public access to 
1 Rrr"""'"nntCqJ!=ff private lands not affected by nine operations 

apprqxiate state agencies and progrars 
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In dry form presents little risk br 
release or nigration; by itself and 

stored does not an 

1 t-s-HI/11-111 -Relocation of a segrent of 1he Arizona National Scenic staff support 1he re-location of 1he trail. 
construction of trailheads. FSR\/V-02-Arizona National 

Trail: easerrent to allaN the trail to be constructed across 
land 

11-::s-I"IVI"Ul -Hazardous rraterials oontainrent and rranagerrent. 
nitigation involves handlirg, storage, use, and mication 

I iniri!TYl::otinnaboLJt hazardous rraterials, in accordance wi1h laws and 
FSH\11-02- rv'laintainirg rraterial safety data sheets in 

l:::rrnrrl~A w·i1h 30 CFR 47. 
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FEIS fails to identify iTpacts. Staff rea:mrends a Suplerrental 
EIS wi1h plan br release oontrol prior to development of hydrolq:jic 
sink. 
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Potential for release of 
hazardous waste 

Potential for catastrophic 
release of sulfuric acid or 
~troleun product durirg 

ignition 

ignition 

12.1: Charge in~ Increase in truck and passerger car 
pattern of traffiC by traffic fran nine related traffic on 

road and vehicle ~ higtway routes 
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fire rranagarent plan has been prq::osed. There are 
ignition SJUrces J:o5Sible and rrany fire-prone reSJUrces, 

such as rearby oak trees that could ignited fran these ignition 
SJUrces. 
2. Seearo 

1. FS smrily disrisses need to irrprove 83 by statirg ADOT 
does not intend to widen it to four lanes. Cbviously there are other 

could be considered; an SEIS should be 
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lrrpacts to recreational users fran 
p:>tential for intemittent blastirg noise 

noise to reach recreation (construction and ninirg operation 
and expected noise phases) and equiprent operational 

level noise (ninirg operation phase), 
resulting in a likely decrease in 
recreational value in the area 
iTrrediately surroundirg the project 

public 
health risk fran geolq:Jical 

(preninirg and active ninirg 

For all action alternatives: no iTpacts 
to residents fran construction, 
blastirg, equiprent operation, or 
traffiC noise durirg any phase of nine 
life 

excluded fran nine 
facilities by perimeter 

hazards lrn::>min><:lll\1 

- rv'lanagarent techniques to reduce p:>tential noise 
fran blastirg. This nitigation is focused on noise 

lrn::orv.:>r,.,..,<>nttechniques, includirg generally lmtirg blastirg to once 
day, durirg daylight hours; and sequenced blastirg usirg tire­

technolqjy. Explosive usage is lmted b 52 tons r:er day, as 
lm1<:ic::t<>nt with the lmts contained in the air quality r;ernit F~ 

Actions to reduce p:>tential noise iTpacts fran vehicles 
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The argument by the prqxllent that there is no legal access 
across their fee lands is inoorrect Historic roads----vvtlether or not 
county maintained--are legal by adverse p:>SseSSion and historic 
use. /ls a "fence out" state, Arizona lanc:fcMiners includirg 

rrust provide an alternate route for historic roads it 

staff recanrends that the FS revise the EIS to include additional 
information on the p:>tential for subsidence. FEIS says 
iocrernental withdrawal for nine water supply \1\Wid contribute to 
the overall vvithdraNal and land subsidence in the 
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Issue 6<\.1: NUTber of 
historic properties buried, 
lctestrove!d. or dan3ged 

traffiC, equiprent, or 
blastirg are unlikely 

f\LAAQS are rret at the perireter 
fenceline 

- ADOT activities to rritigate iTp3cts of increased traffic 
SR 83. This rritigation consists of Roseront Copf:er's providirg 

to the Arizona Oep3r1rrent ofT ransp:xtation (ADOT) to 
1 ;..,.''"""""t activities to reduce iTp3cts resultirg fran increased traffiC 

83. ADOT has indicated that the activities it plans to 
I ;..,.,,.,..,."""t include 3-inch paverrent overlay fran Interstate (I-) 10 to 

intersection of the prirary access road; stripirg; raisirg 
l!oJUdDUICII!::>and Signs to match 00N paverrent height; and pavirg 

existirg bus pullouts for school bus use. See also '-""--~'--'-

-Archaeological data recovery on sites that \M'Jl.lld re 
l:::vi\,o::>r<::J:>I\/affected. FSCR-02- Respectful and appropriate 

human remains that \M'Jl.lld re disb..Jrl::ed by the project. 
1 .-~vn-<LJ.J-Curation of archaeological collections in acoordance 

36 CFR 79 and the HPTP. FSCR-04- rv'lonitorirg and 
ltr=•irn:>nt of inadvertent discoveries. FSCR-05- Linitirg ground­

activity rel.vl.ren the perimeter fence and security fence. 
1 .-~"""'""-Culb..Jral resources protection trainirg. FSCR-07-

nrrvvmont \M'Jl.lld allaN tribal m:rri:ers 
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f\btable i'rp3ct 

30 

16 

f\btable i'rp3ct 

as an 

of critical plant resources and inclusion of 
revegetation mixture 

-Stabilization of previously excavated historic prqJerties 
lhot••=:.nthe security and J:erireter fences 
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Issue 11A2: Charge in 
prqJerty values over tirre 

in fi.Jndirg needs durirg 
l"'""'""'tirm phase of nine. Partially 

by increased tax dollars fran 
fuel COOSllTption by heavy 
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standards applied to job losses vs job creation and 
lmc,lhrvt used to cala.Jiate spendirg for lost jobs is different than 
that used for jobs created 

The FEIS states "there \1\Wid be ninirrnl derrands on the local 
housirg supply durirg the q:erational phase of the nine", and it 
states Indirect Revenue lrrpacts \1\Wid be "approxirrntely $107.6 

for State and local govemrents over the life of the nine". 
The $107.6nillion Indirect Revenue lrrpacts cited are based on 
the study by ,Applied Econc:nics, which included $58.2 nillion of 
NEW city and oounty prqJerty tax revenues in the $107.6 nillion. 
The ,Applied Econc:nics study derives the $58.2 nillion for 
prqJerty taxes because it assures newly constructed housirg to 
satisfy all of the indirect-related iTpact of the nine. If the EIS 
assures ninirrnl derands on local housirg, then the arount of 
city and oounty prqJerty tax revenues m.st then re reduced 
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Q.Jalitative 
<>ec<:>ecnnont of econcnic 

on the astronany 
industry 

reductim in visitor SJ=Sldirg per year. 
Indirect effects: $621 ,ro:> to $2.1 

reduction in output per year. 
15 to 5CP/o decrease in nature- based 
tourism fran 0 to 10 niles fran 

Potential ilpact to area quality of life 
resultirg fran altered lanc:lseelj:es 

in net nigration to 
Santa Cruz County as a percentage 

PJPUiatim. 6 to 37% 
ldec:rea;e in the rate of PJPUiation 

in the Patagonia Census 
Division (CCD). 1-bivever, the 

lrt.::>r'r=<::.:> in amenity-based nigration 
~offset by the increase in nine 

ct<>~f ""'""""tir· "' lrrr:ects on amenity 
lmir11r:::~tirm in Pin3 County and the 

Tucson area are exra:ted to 
negligible CM!irg to the more 

· nature of the rnetrq:olitan 

Envirorrrental Justice: Possible disprq:crtionate effects on 
lrrr:ects to PJPUiatims the T ohono O'odham Nation, as well 
protected by Title VI of the on the other oonsultirg tribes, with 

Rights Pet regard to disturbance to cultural 
resources 
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cannot deny the nine. Even so, they can identify an alternative 
that is not so visible fran 83 and Vlklich does not create loss and 
reduced quality of so many trails (Arizona Trail, Barrel Canyon, 
Lopez, Gunsight pass and Sycamre) 

Pin3 County has exceptional q:en space values not typical levels 
of service. lnclusim of tribal trust land as public q:en space is 
incorrect 
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Floodplain use pernit 

31 

The RCD says that a forest plan arendrent is not significant; 
they consider only the area, and not soopirg of public issues and 
the 25,00J DEIS amrent letters aOOut this project in relation to 
the Forest. 
1. Authority to grant project is questioned. Rationale for RCD 
relies on unexplained reference to the Multiple Use Mnirg kt to 

"placerent" of tailirgs and waste rock on public land. 
2. RCD does not address public concerns aOOut potential for 
further nine expansion. Nothirg in the RCD constrains further 

expansion, and in fact the proposed arendrent of the 
Forest Plan \1\Wid in essence create a OONninirg zone, 
facilitatirg further nineral develq:rrent vvithin a OON 'hmagerrent 
area 16'' and lcMer the expectations for reclaration, since 
additional ninirg land uses \1\Wid be expected in the reN 

lrn::>rv.:r~OI'Y1<>nt area. To raredy this, staff sugges1s addirg deed 
restrictions or protective oovenants that \1\Wid rrake avoidance 
effective over the long-term 
3. Roodplains: The lack of differences between the iTp3cts of 
the alternatives demonstrates that true alternatives have not been 
fully considered. RCD Decision Sp3ce sugges1s that the no action 
alternative is envirorrrentally preferable. M envirorrrentally 
preferable alternative that also rnee1s the purp:>Se and need 
should have been developed. 

The analysis required by the National Envirorrrental Policy 
bifurcated by the Bureau of Reclaration's decision to 

treat Roseronfs <?feen Valley pipeline and recharge prq::osal as 
a separate action. The lv\o should be regarded as oonnected 
actions by this later EIS because the recharge is nitigation for the 
iTp3c1s of the nine and \1\Wid not be undertaken if Roseront did 
not intend to operate nineral extraction rells. 
5. lrrpac1s are understated and nitigation success overly 
optmstic, for exarple the executive SLI1lll3ry says 'hEy", text 
says "could" and '\Nill". By concludirg that an iTp3ct is relatively 
srrall and therefore is insigniftcant belies the intent of NEPA which 
is to identify iTp3c1s and alternatives in order to avoid or nitigate 
those. 
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Effects to air travel 

Effects on bandNicHh 

Land CMIIlership 
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in relation to 

The Migratory Bird Treaty /let is mentioned on page 587, but no 
other mention of carpliance. This requires further analysis and 
discussion. 

reports that are cited in the clocurent are not on the FS 
This includes 6 reports (by 9JI.I:;A and 9JI.I:;A and the 

FS) that are cited on page 576 alone. No management indicator 
species report These reports have not l::een provided to 
cooperators; therefore it is not JDSSible to evaluate the inforrration 
contained therein. Staff assert that thee FS needs to provide 
cooperators access to citations that are nissirg and provide 

tirre to review. 
Ctrrulative effects did not consider other regional plans and 
pernits. Past DTpacts disclosed in 2012 EIS for PiTa County 
rv1SCP should be considered. 
Effects of sellirg nineral fractions to Rosaront Copper. The FS 
clarified that no excharges \I\,OOid occur, but they proposed in the 
PAFEIS sellirg thenineral fractions to RCC, and identified RCC 
as willirg to acquire them They say this \I\,OOid avoid the DTpact 
of increased difficulty in managirg these parcels after they 
becare integrated in the ninirg facilities. But s:rre of the nineral 
fractions are part of another def::osit that is not proposed for 

· at this tirre: Broadtop Butte. The FS exanned only the 
sellirg nineral fractions fran an adninistrative 
not \1\<hether there are fran 
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I I 
0 2 miles 

Sahuarita Rd 

Barre! Alt. Landform, Plant Site, Access 

Rosemont Patented Claims 

Additional Resource Deposits 

Coronado National Forest (White= Private lnnnl,-~,;.,,.., 

Portion of Forest Isolated (13,095 acres) 

Pima Preserve Lands 

Wildlife Game&Fish, 
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